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II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

To the best of Appellant's knowledge, there are no appeals or interferences related 
to the present appeal that will directly affect, be directly affected by, or have a bearing on 
the Board's decision in the instant appeal 

IIL STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

Claims 1-22 are pending in the application and were finally rejected in an Office 
Action mailed August 23, 2004. A request for reconsideration was denied in an Advisory 
Action mailed November 22, 2004. Claims 1-22 are the subject of this appeal. A copy of 
Claims 1-22 as they stand on appeal are set forth in Appendix A. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments to the claims have been made after receipt of the Final Office 
Action on 1-22. 

V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Appellant's invention as claimed in claims 1-22 classifies, stores and retrieves 
audiovisual information that describes a piece of multimedia content, referred to as a 
semantic description of the content. The semantic description describes entities in the 
content, such as people, events and time, and the relationships among the entities [page 2, 
^17 and page 3, ^[1122-23]. Thus, entities represent the non-relational portions of the 
semantic description [page 4, P5]. A concept is an abstract of a semantic description 
used as a template, and is stored in a classification scheme and/or a dictionary of 
descriptions [page 5, 1[38, page 8, ^63, and page 1 1, HSl]. To instantiate a semantic 
description for a particular piece of content, a concept is searched for matches between 
entities and relationships of the content, and a graph is built that links the entity to the 
concept [page 11, lf79]. 
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VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

1. Claims 1-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) over the combination 
of U,S, Patent 5.652,880 to Seagraves and U.S. Patent 5,852.819 to Seller . 

VII. ARGUMENTS 

I. Claims 1-22 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the combination of 
Seagraves and Seller. 

Seagraves discloses using codified linkages between related objects in a database 
for querying and presenting such objects, their linkages and data concerning the linkages. 
The object data and linkages are grouped together in an outline format so the querying is 
referred to as "Query-By-Outline." The object data is textual in nature. 

Seller discloses determining data patterns by analyzing data from various types of 
databases. The pattems are presented to user through statistical or graphical 
representations. Seller also states that visual or audible signals, such a series of words, 
can be used to describe the meaning of a piece of data. 

A. Claims 1-3 and 12-14 

Claims 1-3 and 12-14 stand or fall together. Claim 1 is the representative claim 
and claims using an entity describing a non-relational part of a semantic description of 
audiovisual information, and a concept comprising a collection of properties of the 
audiovisual information to produce a description of the audiovisual information in the 
form of a graph. 

The Examiner is equating Seagraves' inventory of objects with Appellant's 
claimed concept, and Seagraves' outline presentation format with Appellant's claimed 
graph. The Examiner admits that Seagraves does not disclose an entity that describes a 
portion of a semantic description or a concept that is a collection of properties of 
audiovisual information as claimed by Appellant, but asserts that Seller does so. 

The Examiner asserts that Seller's use of visual or auditory signal is equivalent to 
Appellant's claimed entity that describes a non-relational part of a semantic description. 
However, Seller teaches that the audiovisual data is a semantic description of an entity, 
NOT that the entity is a semantic description of audiovisual data. Li contrast, Appellant 
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claims an entity that describes a part of a semantic description. Thus, there is no support 

in Beller for the Examiner*s asserted equivalence. 

The Examiner also asserts that column 22, lines 25-32 of Beller discloses 

Appellant's claimed entity and claimed concept: 

Note that even though only OLAPs, AI programs, and statistics programs are 
indicated in FIG. 7 at step 707, any current or future technology that accesses data 
from databases, analyzes and/or organizes them, and produces information 
suitable for inclusion in the DIP 154 may be utilized at this step in the present 
invention. Note also that these data and information analysis routines can also be 
utilized to generate "factor profiles" which indicate correlated groupings of data 
via factor analysis and similar statistical procedures and can be used to reduce 
complex data into a smaller number of meaningftil concepts. 

Appellant respectfully submits that one of skill in the art v^ould not interpret the above 
disclosure in Beller as teaching or even suggesting Appellant's claimed entity that 
describes a non-relational part of a semantic description, or Appellant's claimed concept 
that is a collection of properties of audiovisual information. Furthermore, Appellant 
respectfully submits that Beller as a whole contains no disclosure related to semantic 
descriptions of audiovisual information as the term is commonly understood in the art. 
Thus, Beller fails to teach or suggest either of the claimed limitations that the Examiner 
admits are missing in Seagraves. 

In addition. Appellant respectfully submits that the combination of Seagraves and 
Beller is improperly motivated. The Examiner stated the motivation for the combination 
of Seagraves and Beller is to give Seagraves the ability to describe concepts and non- 
relational parts of a semantic description of audiovisual information. There is nothing in 
Seagraves that suggests any advantage to be found in modifying Seagraves's invention as 
asserted by the Examiner. In addition, there is nothing in Beller that can be properly 
interpreted as providing the necessary motivation because Beller does not disclose 
semantic descriptions of audiovisual information. 

Appellant pointed out these deficiencies to the Examiner in Appellant's request 
for reconsideration to the Final Office Action. In the Advisory Action, the Examiner 
reasserted his previous rejection. However, the Examiner also stated that the Appellant 
admitted that semantic descriptions of audiovisual information were known and therefore 
the previous rejection was moot. Appellant interprets this statement to mean that even 
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though the combination of Seagraves and Beller does not teach all Appellant's claim 
limitations, the fact that semantic descriptions were known in the art renders the claimed 
invention obvious. 

Appellant strenuously objects to the Examiner's statements in the Advisory 
Action. Appellant has never attempted to hide the prior art from the Examiner. In fact, 
the Backgroimd Section of the Specification contains definitions of the terms at issue. 
Appellant respectfully submits that Appellant is not claiming semantic descriptions alone, 
but the creation of such descriptions using techniques not disclosed in the prior art. The 
Examiner has cited no evidence, other than the inapplicable Beller reference, that would 
motivate one of skill in the art to make the modifications urged by the Examiner. The 
mere fact that semantic descriptions are known does not suggest the desirability of such 
modifications. 

Thus, the Examiner has not established a prima facie case of obviousness for 
claim 1 . Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests the Board instruct the Examiner to 
withdraw the rejection of claims 1-3 and 12-14 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the 
combination of Seagraves and Beller. 

B. Claims 4-6 and 15-17 

Claims 4-6 and 15-17 stand or fall together. Claim 4 is the representative claim. 
Claim 4 claims entities and concepts in the same terms as claim 1. In addition, claim 4 
claims referencing an interior structure of the concept from all entities to describe an 
arbitrary structure related to the audiovideo information. 

The Examiner is relying on column 22, lines 25-32 of Beller (cited above) as 
disclosing the claimed arbitrary structure. Appellant respectfully submits that there is no 
teaching or suggestion in the cited section, or in Beller as a whole, of an arbitrary 
structure related to audiovideo information. Furthermore, Appellant respectfully submits 
again that the combination of Seagraves and Beller is improperly motivated as stated 
above. 

Thus, the Examiner has failed to state a proper prima facie case of obviousness 
for claim 4. Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests the Board instruct the 
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Examiner to withdraw the rejection of claims 4-6 and 15-17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over the combination of Seagraves and Beller. 

C, Claims 7, 10, 11, 18, 21 and 22 

Claims 7, 11, 10, 18, 21 and 22 stand or fall together. Claim 7 is the 
representative claim and claims linking entities within a semantic description to 
corresponding properties in a concept that characterize the semantics of the audiovisual 
information. 

The Examiner asserts that Seagraves discloses Unking entities within the semantic 
description to properties in the concept. Given that the Examiner is equating Seagraves' 
objects in an inventory to Appellant's claimed properties in a concept, it appears that 
Examiner is interpreting the textual descriptions of the objects in Seagraves* inventory as 
equivalent to the claimed semantic description. However, Seagraves does not teach or 
suggest that any portions of the textual descriptions are linked to the objects in the 
inventory. Instead, the textual description are merely class and subclass titles. 

Furthermore, the Examiner is citing column 22, lines 25-32 of Beller as disclosing 
Appellant's claimed properties with a concept that characterize semantics. Appellant 
respectfully submits that the cited section of Beller neither teaches nor suggests the 
claimed limitation, and that Beller as a whole fails to do so as well. In addition, 
Appellant once again respectfully submits that the combination of Seagraves and Beller is 
improperly motivated as stated above. 

Thus, the Examiner has failed to state a proper prima facie case of obviousness 
for claim 7. Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests the Board instruct the 
Examiner to withdraw the rejection of claims 7, 10, 11,18, 21 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) over the combination of Seagraves and Beller. 

D. Claims 8, 9, 19 and 20 

Claims 8, 9, 19 and 20 stand or fall together. Claims 8 and 9 depend from 
independent 7, and claims 19 and 20 depend from independent claim 18. Claim 8 is the 
representative claim and claims the controlling of instantiation of a term in the semantic 
description with the concept. 
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The Examiner asserts that Seagraves discloses the claimed limitation of 
controlling instantiation of a semantic description term. Given that the Examiner is 
equating Seagraves' objects in an inventory to Appellant's claimed properties in a 
concept, and titles of classes and subclasses as Appellant's claimed semantic descriptions, 
Appellant can find no teaching in Seagraves that even suggest that the titles can be 
instantiated, much less that the instantiation of a title is controlled by the inventory, hi 
addition. Appellant once again respectfully submits that the combination of Seagraves 
and Seller is improperly motivated as stated above. 

Thus, the Examiner has failed to state a proper prima facie case of obviousness 
for claim 7. Accordingly, Appellant respectfully requests the Board instruct the 
Examiner to withdraw the rejection of claims 8, 9, 19 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over the combination of Seagraves and Seller. 

VIIL CONCLUSION 

Because the combination of Seagraves and Beller is improperly motivated and 
also does not teach or suggest Appellant's invention as claimed in claims 1-22, Appellant 
respectfully requests the Board reverse the rejections of claims 1-22 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) and direct the Examiner to enter a Notice of Allowance for claims 1-22. 

Fee for Filing a Brief in Support of Appeal 

Enclosed is a check in the amount of $ 500 to cover the fee for filing a brief in 
support of an appeal as required under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.17(c) and 41.37(a). 
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Deposit Account Authorization 

Authorization is hereby given to charge our Deposit Account No. 02-2666 for any 
charges that may be due. Furthermore, if an extension is required, then Appellant hereby 
requests such extension. 



Respectfully submitted, 



BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR 
& ZAFMAN LLP 



Dated:;^;g^_a^, 2005 




Attorney for Appellant 
Registration No. 37,850 

12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(408) 720-8300 x309 
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1. (Previously presented) A method of permitting description of audiovisual information, 
the method comprising: 

determining a match for an entity in a concept, wherein the entity describes a non- 
relational part of a semantic description, and the concept is a collection of properties of 
the audiovisual information; 

determining a match for a relationship the entity has with the concept; and 
building a graph that links the entity to a portion of the concept to produce the 
description of the audiovisual information. 

2. (Previously presented) The method of claim 1 further comprising: 

storing an abstract of the description for use as a template. 



APPENDIX A FOR 



APPEAL BRIEF UNDER 37 C.F.R. § 41.37 



3. (Previously presented) The method of claim 1 further comprising: 

storing the abstract in at least one of a classification scheme and a dictionary. 

4. (Previously presented) A method for use in classifying, storage and retrieval of 
audiovisual information, the method comprising: 

providing entities describing non-relational parts of a semantic description, the 
entities including a concept having a collection of properties of the audiovisual 
information; and 

referencing an interior structure of the concept from all entities in the semantic 
description to describe an arbitrary structure related to the audiovisual information. 

5. (Previously presented) The method of claim 4 further comprising: 

augmenting a description field in at least one of a classification scheme and a 
dictionary of descriptions to allow description of a term by employing the concept. 

6. (Previously presented) The method of claim 4 further comprising: 

construing a link between the entities as at least one of a classification scheme and 
a dictionary for storage. 

7. (Previously presented) A method of instantiating a semantic description of audiovisual 
information from a concept, the method comprising: 

logically linking entities within the semantic description to corresponding 
properties in the concept, the properties characterizing semantics of the audiovisual 
information. 

8. (Previously presented) The method of claim 7, wherein logically linking the entities 
comprises: 

controlling instantiation of a term in the semantic description with the concept. 

9. (Previously presented) The method of claim 8, wherein a reference to the term 
retrieves the concept. 
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10. (Previously presented) The method of claim 7, wherein logically Unking the entities 
comprises: 

creating links between the entities in accordance with an list of acceptable 
relationships. 

1 1 . (Previously presented) The method of claim 7, wherein the entities describe non- 
relational elements of the semantic description. 

12. (Previously presented) A computer-readable medium having executable instructions 
to cause a computer to perform a method of permitting description of audiovisual 
information the method comprising: 

determining a match for an entity in a concept, wherein the entity describes a non- 
relational part of a semantic description, and the concept is a collection of properties of 
the audiovisual information; 

determining a match for a relationship the entity has with the concept; and 
building a graph that links the entity to a portion of the concept to produce a 
description of the audiovisual information. 

13. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 12, wherein the 
method further comprises: 

storing an abstract of the description for use as a template. 

14. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 12, wherein the 
method further comprises: 

storing the abstract in at least one of a classification scheme and a dictionary. 

15. (Previously presented) A computer-readable medium having executable instructions 
to cause a computer to perform a method of use in classifying, storage and retrieval of 
audiovisual information, the method using the elements of a semantic description to 
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describe an arbitrary structure related to the audiovisual information, the method 
comprising: 

providing entities describing non-relational parts of a semantic description, the 
entities including a concept having a collection of properties of the audiovisual 
information; and 

referencing an interior structure of the concept from all entities in the semantic 
description to describe an arbitrary structure related to the audiovisual information. 

16. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 15, wherein the 
method further comprises: 

augmenting a description field in at least one of a classification scheme and 
dictionary of descriptions to allow description of a term by employing the concept. 

17. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 15, wherein the 
method fiirther comprises: 

construing link between the entities as at least one of a classification scheme and a 
dictionary for storage. 

18. (Previously presented) A computer-readable medium having executable instructions 
to cause a computer to perform a method of instantiating a semantic description of 
audiovisual information from a concept, the method comprising: 

logically linking entities within the semantic description to corresponding 
properties in the concept, the properties characterizing semantics of the audiovisual 
information. 

19. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 18, wherein 
logically linking the entities comprises: 

controlling instantiation of a term in the semantic description with the concept. 

20. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 19, wherein a 
reference to the term retrieves the concept. 
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21. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 18, wherein 
logically linking the entities comprises: 

creating links between the entities in accordance with an list of acceptable 
relationships. 

22. (Previously presented) The computer-readable medium of claim 18, wherein the 
entities describe non-relational elements of the semantic description. 
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